Appl. No. 10/709,856 

Amdt. dated August 30, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of June 22, 2006 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of the present application is respectfully requested. Claims 1-5 
remain canceled and claims 9 and 10 are canceled herein. Claim 25 is newly added and claims 6, 
8, 1 1 , 1 7, 22-24 have been amended. Thus, claims 6-8 and 1 1-25 remain pending with claims 6, 1 1 , 
and 17 being independent. 

Applicant wishes to express its appreciation for the interview conducted on August 
28, 2006, and thank the Examiner and his Supervisor for their time and consideration given during 
that interview. It is noted that independent claims 6, 1 1 , and 17 and proposed amendments to those 
claims were discussed during the interview. The proposed amendments discussed during the 
interview are presented herein. 

As stated in the interview summary, it was agreed that the proposed amendments to 
claims 1 1 and 17 traverse the rejections based on U.S. Patent No. 3,380,097 to Pharris (the "Pharris 
'097 patent"), as presented in the Action of June 22, 2006. It was also agreed that the proposed 
amendments to claim 6 for differentiating the tool connector from the locking mechanism, as made 
herein, would overcome the rejections based on the Pharris '097 patent, as presented in the Action. 
Because such amendments have been asserted in the interview as requiring an additional search, 
Applicant is submitting this Amendment contemporaneously with a Request for Continued 
Examination. 

Turning to the objections, claims 17-21, 23, and 24 are objected to because the phrase 
"spaced adjacent said segments" in claim 17 is awkward and should include a preposition between 
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the terms "adjacent" and "said" to clarify the phrase. Claim 17 has been amended herein to recite 

the phrase as: "spaced adjacent to said segments " Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that 

this objection be withdrawn. 

Also in the Action, claims 8-10, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In particular, claims 8 and 23 are rejected for reciting the limitation of "a fixture" 
which did not establish proper antecedence to the previous limitation of "any one of a number of 
fixtures." Claims 8 and 23 have been amended to replace "a fixture" with "each of the fixtures" so 
that the amended language has an antecedent basis. 

Claim 9 is rejected for reciting the phrase "said fixture-supporting pole section," 
which did not properly establish antecedence. As previously mentioned, claim 9 has been canceled 
herein. 

Claim 24 is rejected for reciting "a corresponding pair of axially projecting, resilient 
locking segments," which is confusing in light of the previously-recited limitation of "a pair of 
resilient locking segments" found in claim 17. Claim 24 has been amended to strike the phrase "a 
corresponding pair of axially projecting, resilient locking segments" from the claim. 

Thus, Applicant respectfully submits that these indefiniteness rejections have been 
overcome and should, consequently, be withdrawn. 
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Therefore, the present application should now be in condition for allowance and such 
allowance is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any questions, please contact the 
undersigned at (800) 445-3460. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees associated with this 
communication to the undersigned's Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



HOVEY WILLIAMS LLP 




AndrewG Colombo^ Reg. No. 40,565 
2405 Grand Boulevard, Suite 400 
Kansas City, Missouri 64108 
(816) 474-9050 



ATTORNEYS FOR APPLICANT 
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